LAW OFFICES OF
RAPHAEL METZGER

A PROFESSIONAL LAW CORPORATION
40! EAST OCCEAN BOULEVARD, SUITE 800
LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 20802-4966

TELEPHONE (562) 437-4499
TOLL-FREE (877) TOX-TORT
TELECOPIER (562) 436-I156!

WWW. TOXICTORTS.COM
PRACTICE CONCENTRATED iN TOXIC OCCUPATIONAL & ENVIRONMENTAL LUNG
TORT & ENVIRONMENTAL LITIGATION DISEASE, CANCER, AND TOXIC INJURIES

May 1, 2002

Jack M Greenberg, Chairman, C.E.O., and President
McDonald’s Corporation

One McDonald’s Plaza

Oak Brook, IL. 60523

RE: NOTIVCE OF PROPOSITION 65, CALIFORNIA HEALTH & SAFETY CODE
SECTION 25249.6, VIOLATIONS: EXPOSURE OF CONSUMERS TO
CARCINOGENIC SUBSTANCES WITHOUT FIRST GIVING WARNINGS

Dear Mr. Greenberg:

. This office represents the Council for Education and Research on Toxics (“CERT”),
a California public benefit corporation whose charitable purposes are educatlon and research
regarding toxic substances.

This letter constitutes notice that McDonald’s Corporation (“McDonald’s”) has
violated and continues to violate provisions of the California Safe Drinking Water and Toxic
Enforcement Act of 1986, Health & Safety Code § 25249.5 et seq (commonly known as California’s
Proposition 65). -Specifically, McDonald’s has violated and continues to violate Health & Safety
Code § 25249.6, which provides: ‘“No person in the course of doing business shall knowingly and
intentionally expose any individual to a chemical known to the state to cause cancer or reproductive
toxicity without first giving clear and reasonable warning to such individual . . . .”

Pursuant to Health & Safety Code §25249.7(d), CERT intends to bring suit in the
public interest against McDonald’s sixty days hereafter to correct the violations set forth herein,
unless McDonald’s fully and completely remedies and ceases and desists from violating Proposition
65 within said sixty day period.

General Infbrmation " Pursuant to 22 California Code of Regulations § 12903(b)(1),
attached hereto is a copy of “The Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act of 1986

(Proposition 65)”, as prepared by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment of the
California Environmental Protection Agency.

Description of Violation: Since January 1990 and continuing to the present,
McDonald’s has exposed and continues to expose numerous consumers purchasing french fiies at
all of McDonald’s’s restaurants located within the State of California, including within the cites of
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Los Angeles, San Diego, San Francisco, and San Jose, to high levels of acrylamide — a toxic
chemical contained in McDonald’s’s french fries which is ingested by customers consuming said
french fries. Exposures to acrylamide unavoidably occurred via ingestion whenever a consumer
purchased and thereafter consumed McDonald’s’s acrylamide-containing french fries from January
1990 and continuing to the present. Studies have shown that McDonald’s’s french fries contain
approximately 100 times more acrylamide than the maximum level permitted by the World Health
Organization for drinking water. Acrylamide is a toxic chemical known to the State of California
to cause cancer and has been listed since January 1990 as a carcinogen on the list of carcinogenic
chemicals published by the Governor of the State of California at 22 California Code of Regulations
§ 1200(b). Because acrylamide is listed in Proposition 65 as a carcinogen, pursuant to Health &
Safety Code § 25249.6, McDonald’s was, and is, required to warn its customers that McDonald’s’s
french fries contain a chemical known by the State of California to cause cancer before exposing said
customers to acrylamide contained in McDonald’s’s french fries. Since January 1990, McDonald’s
has violated and continues to violate California Health & Safety Code § 25249.6 by exposing
numerous individuals within the State of California to acrylamide without first giving clear and
reasonable warnings to said individuals that McDonald’s’s french fries contain a chemical known
by the State of California to cause cancer.

Noticing Entity: The noticing entity is Council for Education and Research on
Toxics (“CERT”), a California public benefit corporation whose charitable purposes are education
and research regarding toxic substances. The mailing address of CERT is 1125 Woodside Road,
Berkeley, CA 94708. CERT is represented in this matter by the undersigned, and through him all
communications should be directed at the address and telephone number that appears on the
letterhead of the first page of this notice.

Names of Violators: The violators are McDonald’s Corporation, a Delaware
Corporation, and Does 1 through 1000, inclusive.

Time of Violations: The violations of California Health & Safety Code § 25249.6
are numerous and have occurred continuously and uninterrupted since January 1990 (the date on
which acrylamide was listed as a carcinogen in Proposition 65) to the present at all McDonald’s -
restaurants located within the State of California during this period and at all places where “take-out”
was purchased from McDonald’s restaurants. The timing of the violations is such that they occurred
every moment that every individual within the State of California purchased and consumed
McDonald’s’s french fries without first receiving the required Proposition 65 warnings from January
1990 and continuing to the present.

Listed Chemicals: The carcinogenic chemical involved in McDonald’s’s Proposition
65 violations is acrylamide, with a Chemical Abstracts Service Registry number of 79-06-1, and
which was first listed at 22 California Code of Regulations § 1200(b) as a chemical known to the
State of California to cause cancer on January 1, 1990.
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Consumer Product Exposure Description: Since January 1990 and continuing to the
present, McDonald’s has exposed and continues to expose numerous consumers purchasing french
fries at all of McDonald’s’s restaurants located within the State of California to high levels of
acrylamide, a toxic chemical contained in McDonald’s’s french fries. Exposures to acrylamide
unavoidably occurred via ingestion whenever a consumer purchased and thereafter consumed
McDonald’s’s acrylamide-containing french fries from January 1990 and continuing to the present.
Medical studies have concluded that McDonald’s’s french fries contain approximately 100 times
more acrylamide than the maximum level permitted by the World Health Organization for drinking
water. Acrylamideis a toxic chemical known to the State of California to cause cancer and has been
listed since January 1990 as a carcinogen on the list of carcinogenic chemicals published by the
Governor of the State of California at 22 California Code of Regulations § 1200(b). Since January -
1990, McDonald’s has violated and continues to violate California Health & Safety Code § 25249.6
by exposing via ingestion numerous consumers within the State of California to acrylamide without
first giving clear and reasonable warnings to said individuals that McDonald’s’s french fries contain
a chemical known by the State of California to cause cancer. McDonald’s’s Proposition 65
violations are particularly egregious and hazardous, given the enormous quantities of McDonald’s
french fries consumed by California consumers since January 1990 and the extraordinarily high
levels of acrylamide contained in McDonald’s’s french fries.

Conclusion. Proposition 65 requires that notice and intent to sue be given to a
violator 60 days before suit is filed. By this letter, CERT gives notice of the foregoing violations
to McDonald’s Corporation and to the appropriate governmental authorities. If McDonald’s wishes
to resolve this matter before CERT files suit, McDonald’s should contact the undersigned forthwith.
Otherwise, suit will be filed after 60 days have elapsed. Althoughnotice is not required before filing
an action asserting claims for violations of California Bus. & Prof. Code § 17200, CERT also gives
McDonald’s advance notification that it intends to sue McDonald’s for violations of said statute in
addition to suing McDonald’s for violations of Proposition 65, unless a resolution of all such
violations is reached prior to the expiration of 60 days.

RM:ip

mail copies to: governmental authorities
per attached proof of service

attachments: Summary of Proposition 65
Certificate of Merit
Proof of Service by Mail
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CERTIFICATE OF MERIT

I, Raphael Metzgér, declare as follows:

1. I am an attorney at law, duly licensed and authorized to practice law in the
State of California.

2. Unless the context indicates otherwise, I have personal knowledge of the
matters set forth hereinafter and, if called as a witness, I would competently testify thereto.

3. I represent the Council for Education and Researc_hi on Toxics, a California
corporation whose charitable purposes are education and research regarding toxic substances.

4. I submit the following Certificate of Merit in accordance with the
requirements of California Health & Safety Code §25249.7(d)(1).

5. My client, Council for Education and Research on Toxics, alleges that since
January 1990 and continuing to the present, McDonald’s Corporation has _exposed and continues to
expose numerous consumers purchasing french fries at all of McDonald’s restaurants located within
the State of California, including §vithin the cites of Los Angeles, San Diego, San Francisco, and San
Jose, to high levels of acrylamide — a toxic and carcinbgenic chemical contained in McDonald’s
french fries which is ingested by customers consuming said french fries. " Recent studies have
concluded that McDonald’s french fries contain approximately 100 times more acrylamide than the
maximum level permitted by tﬁe World Health Ofganization for drinking water. Acrylamide is a
toxic chemical known to the Staté of California to cause cancer and has been listed since January
1990 as a carcinogen on the list of carcinogenic chemicals published by the Governor of the State
of California at 22 California Code of Regulations § 1200(b). Because acrylamide is listed in
Proposition 65 as a carcinogen, pursuant to Health & Safety Code § 25249.6, McDonald’s was, and

is, required to wam its customers that McDonald’s french fries contain a chemical known by the



State of California to cause cancer before exposing said customers to acrylamide contained in Burger
King’s french fries. | Since January 1990, McDonald’s has violated and continues to violate
California Health & Safety Code § 25249.6 by exposing numerous individuals within the State of
California to acrylamide without first giving cleér and reasonable warnings to said individuals that
Burger King’s french fries contain a chemical known by the State of California to cause cancer.

6. I have consulted a prbfessor of toxicology with relevant experience and
expertise in the field of toxicology, who has reviewed studies and facts regarding the presence of |
acrylamide in McDonald’s french fries and the exposure to acrylamide resulting .froml the
consumption of McDonald’s french fries. Based on such consultation, I believe that exposures to
extraordinarily high levels of acrylamide unavoidably occurred via ingestion whenever a consumer
purchased and thereafter consumed McDonald’s acrylamide-containing french fries from January
1996 and continuing to the present. Based on such consulfation and the fact that McDonald’s has
failed to provide the warnings required by Health & Safety Code § 25249.6 before exposing
consumers to acrylamid'e,v I also believe that there is a reasonable and meritorious case for a private
action, pursuant to Health & Safety Code §25249.7(d), brought by my client, Council for Education
and Research on Toxics, for McDonald’s violations of Proposition 65 since January 1990 and
continuing to the preseﬁt. In fact, I believe that McDonald’s Proposition 65 violations are
paﬁicularly egregious and hazardous, given the enormous quantities of McDoﬁald’s french fries
consumed By California consumers since J anuary 1990 and the extraordinarily high levels of
acrylamide contained in McDonald’s french fries.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

foregoing is true and correct. Executed May 1, 2002, at Long Beach,

RapBéel Metzger (/



Proposition 65 in Plain English!

What Is Proposition 65?

In November 1986, California voters overwhelmingly approved an initiative to address growing concerns about exposures
to toxic chemicals. That initiative became The Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act of 1986, better known by its
original name.

What Does Proposiﬁon 65 Require?

Proposition 65 requires the Governor to publish a list of chemicals that are known to the State of California to cause cancer,
birth defects or other reproductive harm. Agents that cause cancer are called carcinogens; those that cause birth defects or
other reproductive harm are called reproductive toxicants. This list must be updated at least once a year. Over 550 chemicals
have been listed as of April 1, 1996.

Proposition 65 imposes certain controls that apply to chemicals that appear on this list. These controls are designed to protect
California’s drinking water sources from contamination by these chemicals, to allow California consumers to make informed
choices about the products they purchase, and to enable residents or workers to take whatever action they deem appropriate
to protect themselves from exposures to these harmful chemicals.

Thus, Proposition 65 also provides a market-based incentive for manufacturers to remove listed chemicals from their products.

The benefits of the Proposition have their costs. Businesses have incurred expenses to test products, develop alternatives,
reduce discharges, provide warnings and otherwise comply with the requirements of the Proposition. Recognizing that
compliance with the Proposition comes at a price, Cal/EPA and the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (the
lead agency for Proposition 65 implementation) have worked hard to minimize any unnecessary regulatory burdens and ensure
that placement of a chemical on the list is done in accordance with rigorous science in an open public process.

What kinds of chemicals are on the list?

The list contains a wide range of chemicals, including dyes, solvents, pesticides, drugs, food additives, and by-products of
certain processes. These chemicals may be naturally occurring, or synthetic. Some of them are ingredients of common
household products, others are specialty chemicals used in very specific industrial applications.

How Does a Chemical Get Listed?

The State of California relies upon information that already exists in the scientific literature when determining the threat of
a chemical. A chemical is listed if the "state’s qualified experts" — two independent committees of scientists and health
professionals appointed by the Governor — find that the chemical has been clearly shown to cause cancer or birth defects or
other reproductive harm.

In addition, a chemical can be listed if it has been classified as a carcinogen or as a reproductive toxicant by an organization
that has been designated as "authoritative" for purposes of Proposition 65. The organizations that have been designated as
authoritative are the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Food and Drug Administration, National Institute for
Occupational Safety and Health, the National Toxicology Program and the International Agency for Research on Cancer. A
chemical can also be listed if it is required to be labeled or identified as a carcinogen or as a reproductive toxicant by an agency
of the state or federal government.

‘What Are the Responsibilities of Companies Doing Business in California?

Any company with ten or more employees that operates within the State or sells products in California must comply with the
requirements of Proposition 65. Under Proposition 65, businesses are: 1) prohibited from knowingly discharging listed
chemicals into sources of drinking water; and 2) required to provide a "clear and reasonable" warning before knowingly and
intentionally exposing anyone to a listed chemical. This warning can be given by a variety of means, such as by labeling a
consumer product, by posting signs at the workplace, or by publishing notices in a newspaper.



What Does A Warning Mean?

If you are given a warning or if a warning is posted in a workplace, a facility or an area in your community, this means that
the business issuing the warning knows that one or more listed chemicals is present in its product, in its workplace, or in its
emissions into the environment. Under the law, a warning must be given unless a business demonstrates that the exposure
it causes poses no significant risk.

For a chemical that is listed as a carcinogen, the "no significant risk" level is defined as the level which is calculated to result
in not more than one excess case of cancer in 100,000 individuals exposed over a 70-year lifetime. In other words, if you are
exposed to the chemical in question at this level every day for 70 years, theoretically it will increase your chances of getting
cancer by no more than 1 case in 100,000 individuals so exposed.

For chemicals that are on the list as reproductive toxicants, the no significant risk level is defined as the level of exposure
which, even if multiplied by 1,000, will not produce birth defects or other reproductive harm. That is, the level of exposure
is below the "no observable effect level (NOEL), divided by 1,000. The "no observable effect level” is the highest dose level
which has not been associated with an observable reproductive harm in humans or test animals.)

When a warning is given by a business, it means one of two things: (1) the business has evaluated the exposure and has
concluded that it exceeds the no significant risk level; or (2) the business has chosen to provide a warning simply based on
its knowledge about the presence of a listed chemical, without attempting to evaluate the exposure. In these cases, exposure
could be below the Proposition 65 level of concem, or could even be zero.

Since businesses do not file reports with the State regarding what wamnings they have issued and why, the State is not able

to provide further information about any particular warning which you may have received. The business issuing the wamning

is the appropriate party to contact if you seek more specific information about the warning; such as what chemicals are
involved, in what manner these chemicals are present, and how exposures to those chemicals may or may not occur.

What has been accomplished as a result of Proposition 65?

Proposition 65 has provided an effective mechanism for reducing certain exposures that may not have been adequately
controlled under existing federal or state laws. For example, a Proposition 65 enforcement action has resulted in the reduction
of the amount of lead in ceramic tableware. Air emissions of certain chemicals — including ethylene oxide, hexavalent
chromium, and chloroform — from facilities in California have been significantly reduced as a result of Proposition 65.

Certain chemicals on the list are no longer used as constituents of some commonly used products — for example,
trichloroethylene is no longer used in most correction fluids, toluene has been removed from many nail care products, and
foil caps on wine bottles no longer contain lead.

Proposition 65 has resulted in the extensive dissemination of important information regarding the dangers to the unborn child
of drinking alcoholic beverages during pregnancy. The warnings about alcoholic beverage consumption during pregnancy
are perhaps the most widespread and visible type of warning issued as a result of Proposition 65.

This is a draft of the "plain English" brochure produced by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA)
explaining The Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act of 1986 (Proposition 65). It is intended to demystify the
Proposition and shed light on the process OEHHA uses to determine whether or not compounds are "known to the state" to
be carcinogens or reproductive toxicants. This brochure was drafted by OEHHA as part of CAL/EPA’s Regulatory Reform
Initiative, in keeping with Governor Wilson's. Executive Order W127-95 which calls for reform of regulatory processes
throughout state government. Your comments are welcome.

For Further Information

Contact the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment’s Proposition 65 Implementation Office at (916) 445-6900.
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PROQF OF SERVICE BY MAIL
"(Our File No. 5528)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

I am employed in the County of Los Angeles. I am over
the age of 18 and not a party to the within action. My business
address is 401 E. Ocean Boulevard, Suite 800, Long Beach,
California 90802. On May 1, 2002, I served the within Notices of
Proposition 65, California Health & Safety Code Section 25249.6
Violations: Exposure of Consumers to Carcinogenic Substances
Without First Giving Warnings, addressed to McDonald’s Corporation
and Burger King Corporation, Certificates of Merit and Statement
entitled “Proposition 65 in Plain English” on ‘the following
violators and governmental attorneys who are required to be served
copies of said notice, by placing true copies thereof enclosed in
sealed envelopes with postage thereon fully prepaid, in the U.S.

mail at Long Beach, CA, addressed as follows:
William Lockyer, Esq.

-John R. Poyner, Esq.’ Greg Strickland, Esq.

Office of the Attorney General District Attorney . . District Attorney

1300 "I" Street, 11% Fl. 547 Market St. 1400 W. Lacey Blvd.
Sacramento, CA 95814 Colusa, CA 95932 Hanford, CA 93230

{Attorney General} (Dist. Atty -~ Colusa County) (Dist. Atty - Kings County)
James Kenneth Hahn, Esq. Gary T. Yancey, Esq. Stephen 0. Hedstrom, Esq.
City Hall East Room 1800 District Attorney District Attorney

200 N. Main St. P.O. Box 670 County Courthouse, Rm. 424
Los Angeles, CA 90012 Martinez, CA 94553 Lakeport, CA 95453

(City Atty~City of Los Angeles) (Dist Atty-Contra Costa County) (Dist. Atty - Lake County)-
John W. Witt, Esq. William A. Cornell II, Esg. Ridgely Lazard, . Esq.

City Hall . District Attorney District Attorney, Courthouse
202 “C” Street, 3 Floor 450 H. Street 'S. lLassen St., Rm., 202

San Diego, CA 92101 Crescent City, CA 95531 Susanville, CA 96130

{City Atty - City of San Diego) (Dist. Atty - Del Norte County) (Dist. Atty - Lassen County)
Louise H. Renne, Esq. Gary Lacy, Esq. . Gil Garcetti, Esqg.

City Hall District Attorney District Attorney

1390 Market Street, 5 Floor 515 Main St. 210 W. Temple St., Rm. 18-709
San Francisco, CA 94102 Placerville, CA 95667 Los Angeles, CA 90012

(City Atty of San Francisco) (Dist. Atty - El Dorado County) {Dist Atty-Los Angeles County)
Joan R. Gallo, Esq. Edward W. Hunt, Esqg., Dist Attty Ernest LiCalsi, Esg.

City Hall Golden State Plaza . District Attorney

151 West Mission Street 2220 Tulare, Suite 1000 209 W. Yosemite Ave.

San Jose, CA 95110 . Fresno, CA 83721 Madera, CA 93637

.{City Attorney of San Jose) (Dist. Atty - Fresno County) (Dist. Atty - Madera County)
Thomas J. Orloff, Esq. Robert S§. Holzapfel, Esq. Jerry R. Herman, Esg.
District Attorney District Attorney District Atorney

1225 Fallon St., Rm. $00 540 W. Sycamore Street Hall of Justice

Oakland, CA 94612 Willows, CA 95988 San Rafael, CA 94%03

{Dist. Atty - Alameda County) (Dist. Atty - Glenn County) (Dist. Atty - Marin County)

Collenn E. Hemingway, Esq. Terry Farmer, Esgq. Christine Johnson, Esq.
District Attorney District Attorney District Attorney, Courthouse
P.0. Box 248, Courthouse ) 825 Fifth St. . 5088 Bullion St.

Markleeville, CA 96120 Eureka, CA 95501 Mariposa, CA 95338

(Dist. Atty - Alpine County) (Dist. Atty ~ Humboldt County) (Dist. Atty - Mariposa County)
Steve Cilenti, Esqg. William E. Jaynes, Esg. Susan Massini, Esqg.

District Attorney District Attorney District Attorney,

708 Court St., Suite 202 939 Main Street County Courthouse-P.0Q. Box 1000
Jackson, CA 95642 El Centro, CA 92243 Ukiah, CA 95482

(Dist. Atty - Amador County) (Dist. Atty - Imperial County)} (Dist. Atty - Mendocino County)
Michael L. Ramsey, Esq. ’ L. H. Gibbons, Esq. Gordon Spencer, Esg.

District Attorney District Attorney District Attorney.

25 County Center Dr. 168 N. Edwards St. 2222 "M" Street

Oroville, CA 95965 Independence, CA 93526 Merced, CA 95340

{Dist. Atty - Butte County) (Dist. Atty ~ Inyo County) (Dist. Atty - Merced County)

Peter Smith, Esq. Edward R. Jagels, Esg. Hugh E. Cominsky, Jr., Esdq.
District Attorney District Attorney District Attorney

County Government Center Civic Center, Truxtun, Rm. 4018 County Courthouse-P.0. Box 1171
San Andreas, CA 95249 Bakersfield, CA 93301 Alturas, CAR 96101

(Dist. Atty ~ Calaveras County) (Dist. Atty - Kern County). (Dist. Atty - Modoc County)

1
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Stan Eller, Esg., Dist. Atty.
County Courthouse

Main Street, P.O. Box 617
Bridgeport, CA 93517

(Dist. Atty - Mono County)

Dean Flippo, Esq.

District Attorney

240 Church St.

Salinas, CA 93901

(Dist. Atty - Monterey County)

Anthony Perez, Esqg.
District Attorney

931 Parkway Mall

Napa, CA 94559

{Dist. Atty - Napa County)

Michael Ferguson, Esg.

. Dist. Atty. Courthouse Annex

201 Church St., Suite 8
Nevada City, CA 95958-2504
(Dist. Atty - Nevada County)

Michael R. Capizzi, Esq.
District Attorney, Rm. A200
707 Civic Center Dr. W.
Santa Ana, CA 92707 . .
(Dist. Atty - Orange County)

Bradford Fenocchio, Esq.
District Attorney

11562 "B" Ave., Dewitt Center
Auburn, CA 95603

{Dist. Atty - Placer County)

James Reichle, Esq.

Dist. Atty. County Courthouse
P.0. Box 10716

Quincy, CA 95971

(Dist. Atty - Plumas County)

Grover Trask II, Esq.

District Attorney

4075 Main Street

Riverside, CA 92501

(Dist. Atty - Riverside County)

Jan Scully, Esq.
District Attorney
301 "G" Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

(Dist. Atty.-Sacramento County)’

Harry J. Damkar, Esq.

District Attorney

419 4* st. .

Hollister, CA 95023

(Dist. Atty.-San Benito County})

Dennis Stoudt, Esq.

District Attorney

316 N. Mt. View Ave.

San Bernardino, CA 52415-0004
(Dist Atty-San Bernardino Cty)

Paul J. Pfingst, Esq.

District Attorney

101 W. Broadway, Ste. 1440

San Diego, CA 92112

(Dist. Atty - San Diego County)

Arlo Smith, Esq.

Dist. Atty. - Hall of Justice
880 Bryant St., Rm. 325

San Francisco, CA 94103

{(Dist Atty-San Francisco Cty)

John D. Phillips, Esg.
222 E. Weber, Rm. 200
Stockton, CA 95202
(District Attorney
San Joaguin County)

Barry T. La Barbera, Esq.
District Attorney, Room 450
County Government Center

San Luis Obispo, CA 93408
(Dist Atty-San Luis Obispo Cty)

James P. Fox, Esq.

District Attorney

401 Marshall St., 3* Fl.
Redwood City, CA 94063

(Dist. Atty - San Mateo County)

Thomas W. Sneddon, Esq.
District Attorney

1105 Santa Barbara St.

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

(Dist. Atty-Santa Barbara Cty)

George- Kennedy, Esqg.
District Attorney
70 W. Hedding-West Wing, 5% Fl.

San Jose, CA 95110

(Dist. Atty Santa Clara County)

Arthur Danner III, Esq.
District Attorney

701 Ocean St., Rm. 250

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

(Dist. Atty.-Santa Cruz County)

Dennis Sheehy, Esq.

District Attorney

1525 Court St.

Redding, CA 96001

{Dist. Atty ~- Shasta County)

M. Sue Jackson, Esq.
District Attorney

County Courthouse
Downieville, CA 95936

{Dist. Atty - Sierra County)

Peter Knoll, Esq.

District Attorney

P. O. Box 886

Yreka, CA 96097

(Dist. Atty - Siskiyou County)

' David Paulson, Esg.

District Attorney

600 Union Ave.

Fairfield, CA 94533

(Dist. Atty - Solano County)

' J. Michael Mullins, Esqg., D.A.

Hall of Justice, Rm. 212-J
600 Administration Dr.

Santa Rosa, CA 95403

(Dist. Atty - Sonoma County)

James Brazelton, Esq.

District Attorney

1100 "I" St., Rm. 200

Modesto, CA 95353

(Dist. Atty.-Stanislaus County)

Carl V. Adams, Esqg.

District Attorney
Courthouse Annex, Box 1555
Yuba City, CA 95991

(Dist. Atty -~ Sutter County)

Jeff Thompson, Esq.

Dist. Atty. County Courthouse
P.0. Box 519

Red Bluff, CA 96080-0519
{Dist. Atty - Tehama County)

pavid L. Cross, Esq.

District Attorney

P.0. Box 310

Weaverville, CA 96093,

(Dist. Atty - Trinity County)

Phillips J. Cline, Esq.
District Attorney
Courthouse, Rm. 202

Visalia, CA 93291-4593
(Dist. Atty - Tulare County)

Nina Deane, Esq.

District Attorney (Acting)

2 §. Green St.

Sonora, -CA 95370

(Dist. Atty - Tuolumne County)

Michael D. Bradbury, Esq.
District Attorney .
800 S. Victoria Ave., 3 Fl.
Ventura, CA 93009-2370

(Dist. Atty - Ventura County)

David C. Henderson, Esg.
District Attorney

725 Court St., Rm. 308
Woodland, CA 95695

(Dist. Atty -~ Yolo County)

Charles 0'Rourke, Esqg.

Dist. Atty. County Courthouse
215 5% St.

Marysville, CA 95901

(Dist. Atty - Yuba County)

Jack M. Greenberg, C.E.O.
McDonald’s Corporation
One McDonald’s Plaza

Oak Brook, IL 60523

John H. Dasburg, President
Burger King Corporation
17777 0ld Cotler.Road
Miami, FL 33157

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the

State

of California that the

foregoing 1s true and

correct.

Executed May 1, 2002, at Long Beach, California.

Kathi Keyse,

2

Declarant




